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ANSWER 


Pamphleteer, &c. 


PAPER fell lately into my hands, which upon 
I found to be an Invective againſt the 
Perſon of St. Athavafius, and the Author of it a 
Enemy to thoſe Myſteries contain'd in 
is Creed, which he impugns; and fearing leſt 
this ſhould prove a ſtumbling-block to ſome of the Illiterate 
Vulgar, to ſee the chief Myſteries of Chriſtianity, to be fo 
openly attack d by one who denies the Trinity, the Incarna- 
tion of the Divine Word, and the Divinity of Chriſt ; and yet 
aſſerts the Scriptures, the Old and New Teſtament, to be the 
Word of God: I refolved to anſwer the Arguments of this 
Deiſt, which I here undertake. 

And becauſe this . Author hath involved himſelf in obſcu- 
rity and confuſion, I ſhall endeavour by ſome previous Ob- 
ſervations, to clear the way to this Diſcourſe in a Matter ſo 
difficult and nice, and ſo remote from Senſe ; by this means 
not to confound the Reader, but to render the Diſcourſe fo 


A 2 clear 


of 
| CLI 
1 clear and conſpicuous, as the Nature of theſe Sublime Myſte- 


| ries are capable of; where I ſhall wave thoſe Indignities and 
Aſperſions which this Author caſts upon the Perſon of St. 
Athanaſius, leaving this to the Learned Hiſtorians, and confine 
| my ſelf wholly to the Scope of ſuch Dogmatical Principles as 


he endeavours to ſubvert. | 
off. My firſt Obſervation is the nature of the Myſtery of the 
tim, Sacred Trinity, wherein all Orthodox Chriſtians hold as yn 
Article of Faith, one only God, and Three Divine Perf 
( viz.) The Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt, by a real identity 
between the Divine Nature, and the Perſonality of theſe Three 
Perſons, fo that the Divinity or God-head is ſingular, and in- 
diviſible ; but the Perſonalities are really diſtin from each 
other, and yet really identified with the Divine Eſſence, fo 
that all together make anum ſummum Ens, as the Council of La. 
teran terms it. 

2 Obſerva- A ſecond Obſervation is, That there are three manners of 
n. ſpeaking in this Sacred Myſtery, which ought ſtrictly to be 
obſerv'd. | 

I. Some expreſſions are abſolute, as the God-head, the Di- 
| vine Eſſence, or Divinity, with its concommitant Attributes, 
| where no mention is made of the Divine Relations, nor of 

number. q . 

II. There is another manner of ſpeaking, by notional terms, 
as the Divines call them; ſuch are the Paternity, the Filiation, 
the Paſſion, Spiration, all in abſtrafto, which are always to be 

- underſtood with relation to each other, and conſtitute 
number. 

HI. A third way of ſpeaking is, when ſuch words are uſed 
as ſignify the Divine Nature contracted with the Perſonali- 
ties, or notional Predicates, as the Father, the Son, the Holy 
Gheſt, where Relations and Number are to be admitted. 

2 Obſerva- A third Obſervation is drawn from the two former, That all 
| ton, the abſolute Perſections which are in the Father, are alſo in 
| the 
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the Son, and in the Holy Ghoſt ; not in equality, for where 
there is equality, there is alſo a relation between the per- 


ſectionꝭ that are equal, but the ſelf fame numerical and indi- 


vidual per fections which are abſolute Predicates of the Divi- 
nity, are in all and every one of the Perſons, per communica- 
tionem idiomatum. The reaſon is, becauſe all the three Per- 
ſonalities are. identify'd wii che Divine Nature, which is the 
root of all the abſolute PerteRtions ot the Divinity; ſo theſe 
abſolute Perfections are alſo really identify d with all and 
every one of the Divine Perſons, according to that receiv d 
Axiom of the Divines; Omnia dedit Pater Filio preter eſſe Pas 
trem, ſo that the Father gave the Son even the fecundity of 
active 2 whatſoever the Gecets in vain object againſt 
it, as I ſhall make it more largely appear in a Treatiſe of the 
Trinity, which 1 intend ſhortly to put forth. And fo I pro- 
ceed to anſwer the ill grounded allegations of this Deiſt or 
_— againſt the Orthodox Doctrine of the Church. 

His firſt attempt is againſt that ſaying of Athanaſus, Neither 


- confounding the Perſons, nor dividing the ſubſtance, for there is 


one Perſon of the Father, another of the Son, another of the Hl, 

Ghoſt ; but the Godbead of the Father, and of the Son and Holy 
Ghoſt is all one. On theſe words he thus paſſeth his Cenſure: 
Plainly as if a man ſhould ſay, Peter, James, and John, bei 

three Perſons, are one Man, and one Man is theſe three ie! 
Perſons, Peter, James, and John. A very Learned Obſerva- 
tion; he compares three diſtin humane Perſons, having three 
diſtinct humane Natures, with the three Divine Perſons of ' 
the Sacred Trinity, where the ſame individual Divine Nature 
is in all three; this is ſingular, that is, numerical; this is in- 
diviſible, that is diviſible; this can conſtitute no more Gods 
but one. that muſt conſtitute three diſtin men. The Reaſon 
is obvious, becauſe the denomination of God [being a term 
ab'-ute] is taken from the Divine Nature, fo that if the Divine 
Nature be ſingular, the Godhead muſt alſo be ſingular. As 


the 


ity 2 How little Reaſon had this 
this Doctrine of Athanaſius, and of the Church of God, « 
- .... caloies attempt, a barbarous indiguity, a monſtrous propoſition d 
might more prudently have wav d the diſcovery of his illi- 
Ye — the fame ſtrain confounding the ab- 
Yet he goes on in me ſtrai a 
ſolute PerieQtions of the Divine Eſſence, with the notional 
expreſſions of the Perſons; for on theſe Words of Athanafias, 
Neither confounding the Perſons, nor dividing the Subſtance, he 
adds, But how can we not confound the Perſons that bave But one 
numerical Subſtance > And how can we not but divide the Subſtance, 
which we find in three diſtinct divided Perſons > There is one 
Perſan of the Father, another of the Son, another of the Holy 
Ghoſt, To which he ſubjoyns, Then the Son is not the Father, 
nor is the Father the Son, nor the _ Ghoſt either of them. Tis 
confeſt. What then? Why fays he, If the Father is not the Son, 
aud yet is the one true God, then the Son is not the one true God, 
becauſe he is not the Father. I deny this illation as falſe and 
nugatory on this preſent ſubject. Now to the proof, for how can 
the Son be the one true God, if he is not be who is the one true 
God? I anſwer, ſab diſtinftione ; if the Son be not he who, has 
the compleat and adequate eſſential conſtitution of the one true 
God, then he cannot be God, I grant it; if the Son be not a- 
nother Perſon, namely the Father, and yet hath the compleat 
and adequate eſſential conſtitution of the one true God, he 
cannot be God. I deny it. The fallacy of the Author conſiſts 
in this, that he groſly confounds the notional and relative 
predicates with the abſolute and eſſential predicates; for con- 
ſider the ſublime Myſtery that we are upon, and what hath 
been faid above in the third Obſervation upon-it, and you will 
find the Errour ; for this Deiſt inſiſts upon two Perſons, the 
: | Father, 


(7) 


Father, and the Son; and ſuppoſing the Father to be the of 
true God, he infers that therefore the Son, which is a diſtin 
Perſon, is not the one true God, and yet the fame, though a 
differen FR 2 all the abſolute and effential per- 
i ather ; he hath the fame numerical Eſſence, 
Nature and Divinity with the Father. Now I demand, whether 
it be poſſible that he ſhould have the compleat and adequate 
eſſential Conſtitution of the Godhead, wet eng be the one 
true God 2 For the Godhead is ſingular, wherein a number is 


ing, there is the thing it ſelf, which 
— 4 eſſence. 


proceeds: In the the Godhead of the 
of the Son, and of the Floly Ghoſt, is all 
the Majeſty coeternal. efore I ask, ſays 
the Glory and Majeſty with which the Sox 
Spirit are Glorious and Majeſtical, be the ſame in number 
with which the Father is Glorious aud Majeſtical > I anſwer 
Affirmatively. Then it follows, ſays this Author, that the Glo 
and Majeſty of theſe Perſons is neither equal nor co-eternal,,whic 
he attempts to prove; becauſe equality and co eternity import 
diſtinction between the things equal and co-eternal; there- 
— inguifh the ſenſe of this illation, the Glory and Ma- 
jeſty of Perſons, if taken abſolutely and eſſentially, is 
equal nor co-eternal, I grant it; if taken notionally 
I deny it. The meaning of this diſtinction is 
former Obſervations; for if you take them 
conſtitute number, and ground relations and 
each other, but if underſtood eſſentially and 
— do neither: in plain terms, the Father, Son 
, Which are three diſtinct Perſons, are equal! 
the ſame numerical and individual Glory Shich 
is 


(B) 
is ſingular and eſſential to the Divinity. But he replies, That 
in the Glory of the three Perſons be numerically the ſame, 
then ſo are alſo all the other Attributes; whence it enſues, that 
there is no real diſtinction between the Father, Son and Holy 
Ghoſt, but are only three Names of the ſame thing without 
any diſtinction, as the Sabelliaus hold. I am ſorry that I haye 
to deal. with a Perſon ſo meanly versd in Divinity, as not to 
diſti the, Attributes of the Divinity from the notional 
and relative predicates; the Attributes are ſingular, and are all 
communicated to every one of the Perſons, . becauſe they are 
abſolute, predicates, but the Relations are peculiar to each Per- 
ſon ;. ſo the Father hath communicated to the Son all the Di- 
vine Attributes; and what elſe is peculiar to the 17 85 Eſſence, 
but hath 7 nr him his Paternity, as is noted ove. for Fe 
-texaity is a relative predicate, , peculiar to one Perſon alone, and 
not communicable ; the fame with proportion is to be ſaid of 
the Filiation, and paſſiye 


* 


tion. 


In the next place, ſays this 2 Libeller, This Creed 


teacher that the Father is Incomprevenfible, Uncreated, Eternal, 
Almighty, the Son is Uncreate, Eternal, Almighty, &c. Alſo 
that each ef theſe Perſons by line, is God, and Lord, yet there 
are not three Gods, ur Lords, nor three Incomprehenfibles, &c. 
Now if in imitation. of this, a Mas ſhould have a mind to a 
the Father is a Perſon, the Son is a-Perſon, the Holy Ghoſt is a 
Perſor, yet not three Perſqns, but one Perſon; I would know why 
this were not as good Grammar and Arithmetick, at wh:n Atha- 
naſius ſays, the Father is Cod, | the Sou is God, the Holy Ghoſt is 
God, yet not three Gods, but ane God ? 1 
I anſwer, that whatever Grammar, or Arithmetick there is 
in it, Tam ſure there is no true Divinity in it; for this Dei- 
ſtical Author inſiſts here- ſtill upon the ſame errour, for the 
word Perſon is a+relative and notional expreſſion, whereof there 
are three in God: but the word Gad is an abſolute and eſſential 
term, which is ſingular, and cannot be multiplied, as hath 
| ” been 


(oy ) 
been oſten reiterated: in tis Niſdourſe but he demands;;Dorb 
r u aver ad ith” bg; men rhe term of bis 
tim ar rb © ſane! mr thoſe wn bes: affrmation? Now 
oglck. Tanfwer, That two comradictory: Propoſitions ought 
to 2 wv ; that is, ejuſdem prædicati de = 
alto, as, has iim Angelus non off Spivitus: | Thite 
eee ee Ka wot thrie Goes — three Por- 
ſans, bre are nt thrte Perſoni, &c. But where is the leaſt 
appearance of any Contradiction in all this?⸗- | 
Vet to make this the more conſpicuous, I muſt take each 
:Propoſition in pieces, and-ſcan the feveral parts thereof ac- 
to the rates of Logick. Fot in theſe Propoſitions, 
the. Father is God,' the Sow ts God; the 'Holy Guo is Goal; the 
« Subject of the firſt is the Father, the Subject of the ſecond is 
] the Son, the Subject of the third is the Holy Ghoſt; theſe three 
Subjects are three diſtin Perſons, Really different from each 
other. The Predicate of the firſt is God, this is an abſolute 
ud Eſfntial term, not capable of being multiplied, for ir is the 
F Deity it ſelf which is ſingular, and therefore the Predicate of 
? | the ſecond Propofition, which is alſo God, muſt be the fame 
„ | Deity with the firſt, not another diſtinct Deity, for a ſecond 
* TI ſo * — the Predicatꝭ of 
- the Propoſition is a pd, Which ſtill imports the: ſame 
2 Deity, this term God not being capable of any — 
by ſo that the Subject of theſe three Propoſitions are three di 
a. | rent Perſons Really diſtinct from each other; the Predicate of 
i; | rhe fame three Propoſitions, which is God, hath for its Object 
| the ſingular Eſſence of the Divine Nature, and the Propoſitions 
is J being all affirmative, do intentionally” identify the "Deity 
i. | with the ſubject of the ſame Propoſitions, which are the Fa 
he | ther, Sm, and Holy Ghoſt, as they are identify'd a parte rel, 
re | wherein conſiſts the verity of the ſame Propoſitions. 
ial As concerning the three laſt Propoſitions the Caſe is very 
ith {+ different; for in the firſt of them, which is this, the Father is 
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a-Perſon,” though the Subject be the fame. a3 in the threeſor- 
mer Propoſitions; yet the Predicate is very different for in the 
-firſt. of theſe laſt Propoſitions the Predicate-is. a Per/op;.. auger 
nerical term, common to all perſons ; the Predicate of: the 
ſecond is alſo a Perſen, but diſtin} from the former. ia ap- 
plication, as the My teaches; ſo likewiſe. the radięate 
of the third is 4 Perſon; but theſe Propoſuions being all. a ſu- 
mative, cannot be verify d, but by appſyi , that-generical 
term 4 Perſon to different and diſtinct individeums ; for an af- 
firmative Propoſition: cannot be true, except there be an Iden- 
tity between the | Subject and the Predicate- ex. parte objects; 
no the Filiation is & ſingular indiyiduation, which cannot 
be identify d with. any other Perſonality, therefore dhe Pro- 
poſitions import a multiplicity of Perſons, as the three ſormer 
do import a ſingularity- of the Deity, Hence it is apparent, 
that we cannot ſay, yet wt three Perſons but one Perſon, as we 
lay. het mot threr Gus, but nt G. odd 196 
What follows in the Author, is meer :ſtuft, and deſetyes no 
further anfwer, for he goes upon a ſalſe ſuppoſit on, which no 
Orthodox Chriſtian will admit; namely, that there are tuo 
forts of true Gods, three perſonal Gods, and -beſides one EC 
ſential God; *whereas the Chriſtian Faith never admitted but 
one. true God, who by his Omnipotence Crtated this inſeriour 
and Superiour World, and by his igſinite Prudence and Pro- 
vidence preſerveth and Governeth all things; ' wherefore- we 
deny the ſuppoſition as falſe and Hexetical, as will be obvious 
to any who conſiders what hath been already ſaid in this 

Treatiſe. eſpecially in the firſt and rhird Obſervation. 

But this great Oracle of the-Deiſts goes on upon the ſub- 
{quent paſſages of this Creed, and particularly upon theſe 
words: The Son is of the tber alone, u't Made, nor Created, 
but Begotten; to which he anſwers, That if the Creed. maler had 
Hole here of the Creatiqn of the Son by Divine Power on the 


Kirgin Mary, it would have beew true, that the Son is neither 
a | Made, 


er 


de, 


( 11 ) 
Made, nor Created, But Begotten ; but then the firſt part of the 
e would be falſe, that the Sen is of the” Father an for 
be that bas" Father aig” a Mother, is ef Both. But | fince he 
of the ( pretended d, Eternat Generation, the latter part 
Article is falſe, and incon Meut with the firſt part of it. 
| at{dn_of the terms Made, Created,” and 
wilt evacikee this difficulty. ' That which is Made 
Rared "proceeds from the Maker or Creator, as an Effect 
its Cauſe, by the mediation of a real action, or caſualty 
cen the 'caofe' and the effect; that which is begotten is 
> by Gtheration; but how - fall we diſtinguyh Ge- 
tion from the production of the from its Cauſe > F 
anfwer, that according to the known definition, admitted and 
approved of in the Schools of Philoſophers and Divines: Ge- 
neration is Origo viventis a vivente, a principio conjuntto, in Si- 
Hut natures. Nou to admit a real Action or Cauſality 
beru ten the Father and the Son in the Eternal Generation of 
the Divine Word, were to make a change in the Divine 
Eſſence,” ad intra, of that immutable God that can admit of no 
change. Whence it unavoidably follows, that the Eternal Son 
Jad is neither Made, nor Created; but how then can we 
make it appear chat he is Begotten? I anſwer, becauſe he is 
oduced by Generation, according to the definition given; 
Ir he is produced by the Divine Underſtanding, as related to 
alt Creatures poſſible, by a clear and Conſpicuous repreſenta- 
tion, bur eſpecially a lively Image of alt the Perfections of the 
Divinity, Which makes him to be in fmilitudinem nature, as 
| halt more y explicate and prove in the Treatiſe of the 
Trinity, which I intend ſhortly to bring to lights But to talk 
of a Mother | a this Author doth) is an impertinent indigni- 
ty offer'd td t ine Word, and favours too much of the 
mean thoughts of the ignorant Vulgar. 
Vent in the Athanafray Creed follows, that Y Holy Ghoſt 
is of the Father, and of the Son, neither Made, nor Created, 
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the Son, it f doth. ee n, 
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Fx pany rol 15— yet he alledgeih that it E con- 
| fe e ar Trinitarians, that Begotten and 
Fredo nothing at : bs l would fain A 


Triniganans 4 3 for it is well Known. that 
, is ase by the Underſtand which repreſentsthe Deity, 
and the 


ee poſſible, ſo tfiat by the internal vertue of 

his prod he is ended to be mm N ce 
he 1 Babe 1 eine Word] natur@, * tbe 0 G 

— the Will, which is no repreſentative . power 

* by an a& of Love of the, ſame Divnity f 

not ſee. that theſe two are far different from each other 

and this clearly ſolyes that frivolous Diſcourſe which follows ; 

that in counting right we ſhould. ay twa Fathers, two ; Sons 

and. three Holy. Ghoſts, . or Spirits; 'for bi ir ſaying there 
no ground at all, as appears, by the difference given 8 


Begorten, and Procee 
t in the Creed Vone us — & Heer at her 


allows, . 
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5 — mity f bse br aero ur offer eher. 1 
br Nen db: or; uh be 11 Sus e- 
peer um the Father? Fanſwer affirma- 
TC 2 ſ 2 gate tothe San = jp 
before' he tuuli rommunica: e! give 
4 Te enfwet/!Alllthis arge — 
7 10 7 int for ch as the Father was the Ori 
= = KAIF Wis Beg Hohe Khernity'y ke 
af Frei ri, — torr Eternity there was 
cd: ur tub nur, ſocks 
. nee tho Father was 
ERQ; for all Cauſes protluce 
Mediation of an Action, whereof the 
* - og — is the term, which re- 
it im it ſelf, as the Philoſophers 
> of God w produced by an act 
which doth not operate by 
«Qs Tiſtinct from it Elf, as Men and Angels do, but all acts 
of the Divine Intellect * Will have a real identity with 
the Divihe and Eſſence of God, as the Divines teach; 
for elfe ff God ſhould u 1 diſtin@ acts, thoſe acts 
mul litfortn the Divine ding, which would make 
in God, and ſo deſtroy his Icnmutability, as is ap- 
The fame with rac er is to be ſaid of the 
bolt, Who f ure by an act of Love from the Di- 
ti 5 5 han that act of the Divine duc dae pro- 
Hobs che er its Hypoſtaſis 
0 — nou, can this Author ſtill 8⁰ on in his 
> fie often faith that 'this Creed contains 
ns peri 2 — many Impoſſibilities as Tranſub- 
ol Ae Corn e en en 
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25 5 dee lo 
chat 2 SQ, can alletige any one _ 
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diction. — ſrom the (ame G eka con- 


trad; ion be aſſigned, aud we are r wer it, and 
diſeover its falla cy, but to blunder and Vaper as this Author 

that there ate Two e al: hs and Three oY Gill 
— vet prove vothieg of. 892 

like 2 $ehojar,:. mus ll dels like; 4, Divine, . is pes 


* 17 eL 1121 112 
an oſt | jnculcare this Orthodox Truth > That in 


the afar? mon Myſtery: « the Divine nou, 0 the charaQteriſtical 


notion of 4he:Father is e ar pe Dk h his, 
2 e Span: FER 15 
ſtiution and fecyndity of active ſpira ns wm; Bf t 4 
is his paſſive Spiration alone; Theſe 
— are — — other, | yrs 9255 are * 
diſtinct from esch other, are capable u, 
wund con hute a number, The Father, 8 himſelf (eli 
tlie rah predicateß) all the abſolute... dicates and Per- 


all the / Attributes of the Divinity. The Father hath 

mumicated to the Son all the 4 jute Perfections of the Dis 
Vine Nature; and che notional Predicate of actiye Spiration. 
To the Hely,Ghoſt, the Father and the Son have communi- 
cated all the Divinity, with all the abſolute Attributes and Per- 


—_— thereunto 1 
So that although theſe three Perſons are three in number, 


ver the Divinity of them all is the ſel-ſame individual and 


ſingular Deity ; ſor the ſame Diving Nature that is in the 
father, is alſo in the Son, and Holy Ghoſt. Now this Author 
would have us tor multiply the Divinity as the Perſons are 
. multiplied, thereby to lead his. Reader into a Labyrnth of 
' Errouts, by acknowledging more Gods than one; which in 


effect is ao, better t eee Baker Dionne the 


conduct of this wi 96 nius, becavſe. 
tioge, Which in d are meer Impr 
5 wa" 


(rg) 
thoſe\Sicred Truths which Re(dbhbeved! g's by holy Wrir 
(hte buck b Divine debe ee ds deln, Fate 
with "hit ec ehe In mii coffe Divine d, or od 
Tube Hrhavidffay Creed ſrdnb lente gts 25 the enn 
nation of the Divine Word j thus, 74# , i, bn we 
Believe and confeſs; Hhat our Dar d Tafts Eprift the So if Gays 
both" BD a BER" To which rds Aut tepl „Tur 
ber the Loi Olriſt is tui Porter, fe Aονν⅜ͤ e 
ſecond Perſon of the Trinity; du, E perfect 
he it alſo 4 Perſon, for d Riitionit Soul vitally united to A Hu 
mane Body, is a Perſon. A anſwerſtfat' a: Retional Soul vitally 
united 10/22 Hemwhe Body is the:totiplcar/Natore' of a Viet, 
compleat I ſay, in ratione nature, but to be compleat alſd in 
ratione' Perſon, 200 mwRt aud te tis esmpleix / Nitufe a 
ſahſiſtentia, whioly makes fp the compleat Suppoſitum, or Hy- 
poſtaſis of a man i urin . But in Chriſt there was 
no need of this NMethane fager, for the Divine Word af- 
ſumed the t Huttfane Nature,; not de Humane dee 
as Neſterius faid,> for the Humanity of Chriſt fabfiſts by t 
'Perſonality of the Divine Wotd;" "which ſupplies '#buadantly 
all deſects, and functions Which the Humane Perſonality 
would exerciſe, were it preſent ; ſo that the Humane Perſo- 
nality would 'be' fuperfluous in Chriſt, and of no uſe at all. 
To what he adds, '{viz.]: Let the Athena ſnans rh Wes 
that Chriſt was not GU, which is the thut#* Here he plain 
proſeſſeth his Errour, and-flatly denys the Divinity of Chriſt. 
It is not my 27 to prove at large in this ſhort Treatiſe, 
the Divmity of Chriſt,” which the Divines have effectually 
prov'd in the matter of Incarnation. I ſhall therefore on 
hint at ſome Particulars: as the ſulſilling of the Prophecies 
of the Old Prophets, the Teſtimony of the Eternal Father 
in a Voice from Heaven: This is my Beloved Son, in whom 1 
am well pleaſed'y the often aſſeveration of Chriſt himſelf, con- 
firmed by many ſtrange and prodigious Miracles, and ſeated 
| by 
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Finite; or the burg though Cr 
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into God : one, wor by. confaſion 2 fubfance, | but by Owity' of 
* ara the reaeobe fool 6 fleſh-55, om Han, fa: C 
bei. Againſt this the Deiſt argues, that 

in che Perſonal 7 neon of God to Mun, ind Man te God, the Tinion 
it betw:en Finite and Infinite, which is \impofible. Fur we malt 
*. 2 »peſe that Finite aud Infinite ate commeyſunate; that is 


equal, h every one knows is - falſe; or that the Finite is 
United but to ſome part of the. Infinjte, and it drxjoyned. from 
the reſt. A very Learned n for: who in ignorant o 
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duration is not yet r and ſo of all Created Dura - 
tions; whether this be done only by indiviſible inſtances, as 
Zeno Taught, or by indiviſible inſtances, and diviſible” parts, 
— was Ariſtotles Opinion in his Treatiſe De continuo 
Sacceſſivo. | 

- But God's Eternity is far different; Tor this admits of no 
parts, but is one indiviſible duration, eſſentially determin'd to 
co exiſt to all Created duration, and Eternity; theft arc no 
parts deſtroyed, and others to come, not yet in being; for by 
the ſame indiviſible duration whereby the Divinity exiſted from 
Eternity, he exiſts now, and exiſted yeſterday, and ſhall exiſt 
to morrow, and ever, and yet loſes no parts of us duration, 
becauſe it hath none. Hence Boetizs, and with hic the cur» 
rant of Divines, gives this definition of it, Æternitat Dei eft in- 
terminabilis vite, tota fimul & 2 poſſeſſio; a perſect poſ- 
ſeſſion of an endleſs lite, altogether, tota fimul, not by parts, as 
it is in all Created durations. 

The Immenſity of God Conſiſts in this, that he is eſſentially 
determin d to all Created ſpace, whenſoever or w hereſoever it 
exiſts; ſo that God by his Immenſity, without any parts, is 
actually preſent to all Created ſpace or place, how diſtant ſo- 
ever the parts of ſpace are from one another; to which God 
correſponds not by ſeveral parts, but by an increate dgfinitive - 
ubication, whereby he is Terug in tato, & totus in qualiber parte; 
all the Deity is in all the ſpace, and all the Deity is in every 
part and particle of ſpace, whereſoever, or whenſoever , ex- 
iſtent : as an A which is indiviſible, is in the place which 


Soul is in every part and particle of the Body; ſo that the 
Soul exiſts in the 


Body by a definitive ubication, whereas the 
, C Body 
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Body at the fame time exiſts: in ſpace by a circumſerĩptive 
ubieation, v its parts are colloeated fo, as that one part 
of the Body correſponds to one part of the ſpace, und another 
> of the Body to another part of the ſpace. Now to the 
bjection. 1 8 | ; 
The Humanity of Chriſt is conſtquted: in place by u cir- 
cumſcriptive ubication, where the Divinity, the whole Divine 
Word is — preſent to him; what comſmenſuration more 
than this is ry for a conjunction between the Humanity, 
and the Divine Word? for that the Divine Word is in all places 
elſe, by his immenſity, is impertinent to this caſe, as long as 
the Divine Word is entirely and intimately preſent torhe whole 
Humanity, where the Hypoſtatical Union may exerciſe its 
functions of connecting the Humanity to the Divinity; for it 
is too grols an imagination of the Divinity, that of it 
ſhould correſpond tothe Humanity, and part not; for in the 
Divine Nature there are no parts, but all is mdivifible. - 
Now for the Hy poſtatical Union, it is ſubjected in the Hu- 
manity, and rerminated to the Divinity, or Divine Word ; for 
rhe Efſence of God is uncapable of 8 thing diſtinct 
from it ſelf, And tis in vain to tell me that this includes as 
many Contradictions as Mr. Johnſon's Treatiſe againſt Tranfub- 
ſtantiation dothʒ produce thoſe Contradictions that this Myſtery 
doth include, and we fhall uſe our endeavour to folve them. 
The ſecond Objection is grounded __ an Error, that the 
Union between the Divine Word, and the Humanity of Chriſt 
connects two Perſons, as Neftorius would have it; but this error 
is already exploded, But it is in vain to ſiſt all the extent of 
Nature, for a parity to the Hypoſtatieal Union of the Divine 
Word to the Humanity of Chriſt, whichis eranſcendent above 
# the power of Nature, where the two diftin& Lives, Memo- 
ries, Rezſons and free Wills are no dbſtadieat all to it ; forthe 
two Natures do not hinder the Operations and Functions of 
meh other. 83 "Th 
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Thus Ihave run through all the Arguments, pretended Con- 
and Impoſſibilities, which this Author alledgeth 

inſt thoſe Sacred Myſteries of Chriſtianity ; wherein I have 
endeavoured to give a ſatisfactory ſolution to them all. Though 
he hath inſiſted upon ſuch Myſteries as are eaſieſt to be im- 
, and hardeſt to be defended. For they are ſuch as 

are delivered to us by the Sacred Scripture, as back'd by Di- 


vine Authority, and are not within the reach of Natural Rea- 


fon to demonſtrate. For it were no leſs than a temerarious 
preſumption in any man that ſhould attempt to prove any 
one of theſe Myſteries by Natural Reaſon, Myſteries that are 
ſo ſublime, and elevated above the reach of Natural Reaſon, 
that they are not pervious to the Wit or Capacity either of 
Man or Angel; which it Faith did not teach, Reaſon could 
got explicate ; ſo that we receive them from Holy Writ (as 
atteſted by Divine Authority) with great ſubmiſſion' and ve- 
neration, and are ready to vindicate them from all pretended 
Impoſlibilities, Contradictions, and other Difficulties which 
the Mabometans, Fews, Deiſts, Atheiſts, or other Infidels can 
muſter up againſt them. And I hope in this ſhort Treatiſe I 
have not ſwerved from the receiv d and approved Doctrine 
of the Reformed Proteſtant Church of Exg/and, to whoſe Au- 
thority and Correction I ſubmit. 


